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To Whom It May Concern: 

We have enclosed for filing the original and two copies of a complaint on behalf of the 
Natural Law Party, John Hagelin and John Moore. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me at 202/778-3005 or, alternatively, my colleague, Kristie Haynes at 202/778-3064. 

Sincerely, 

William P. McGrath, Jr. 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COlb¶MPSSIOPJ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE 
COMMISSION ON 
PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 

1 

COMPLAINT 

The Natural Law Party of the United States (‘“LP”), John Magelin, md John Moore 

hereby file this Complaint pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a) to bring to the attention of the 

Commission violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act (“FECA” or “the Act”) by the 

Commission on Presidential Debates (“CPD), the Democratic National Committee (“I”) 

and the Republican National Committee (“FW,.?. 

CPD, which is a creation of DNC and RNC and controlled by them, has announced plans 

to sponsor candidate debates during the 2000 general election campaign for President. As 

elaborated below, CPD’s sponsorship of such debates violates FECA in several ways. Because 

CPD’s sponsorship of candidate debates is not non-partisan but is intended to and would promote 

the candidates of the Democratic and Republican parties to the exclusion of candidates and 

issues advanced by other parties: 1) CPD’s expenditures in sponsorship of the debates are 

expenditures by a corporation in connection with an election to public office, and specifically in 

connection with the election of presidential electors, prohibited by 2 U.S.C. 0 44lb(a); 2) CPD’s 

expenditures in sponsorship of presidential debates are contributions to DNC and RNC, receipt 

of which is prohibited by 2 U.S.C. 9 441 b(a); 3) CPD is a political committee within the mean&! 

1 



of 2 U.S.C. (3 43 1(4)(A) and has failed to register as such or make periodic reports of 

contributions and expenditures as required by the Act and has thereby deprived complainants and 

others of information required by the Act; and 4) DNC and RNC have failed to report CPD's 

contributions as required by the Act and thereby have thereby deprived complainants and others 

of information required by the Act. 

Parties 

Complainant NLP is a non-profit corporation organized and existing under the laws of 

the State of Iowa. NLP is located at 402 North 'By Street, Fairfield, IA 52556. 'The Federal 

Election Commission recognized that NLP had achieved national party status in Federal 

Commission Advisory Opinion 1992-30, dated September 21, 1992. NLP qualified for federal 

matching funds for the 1996 presidential election, and its 1996 presidential candidate appeared 

on the ballot of more than 43 states. NLP has qualified for federal matching funds for the 2000 

presidential election, and will qualify prior to the time of the proposed debates to place its 

presidential and vice-presidential nominees on the ballots of states that collectively have more 

than 270 votes in the electoral college - the number required to elect the President and Vice- 

President. If NLP's candidates are not permitted to participate in candidate debates, NLP will be 

disadvantaged in its ability to present its views on issues of public concern, and its candidates 

will be disadvantaged in their ability to compete for votes. If CPD is allowed to sponsor 

candidate debates between the Democratic and Republican nominees as proposed, the 

Democratic and Republican nominees will have the unfair and unlawful advantage of the 

resulting free television time. As a competitor of the Democratic and Republican parties, NLP 

2 



has an interest in information about what persons and organizations are supporting CPD and 

thereby the Democratic and Republican parties. 

John Hagelin was NLP’s 1996 nominee for President. Mr. Hagelin’s address is c/o The 

Natural Law Party, 402 North ‘€3’ Street, Fairfield, IA 52556. He is a candidate for the NLP and 

Reform Party nominations in 2000. He is a registered voter in Iowa. Hagelin satisfies all of the 

requirements to be President set forth in Article 11, Section 1 of the Constitution. As a candidate 

and voter, he has an interest in information about what persons and organizations are supporting 

CPD and thereby the Democratic and Republican parties. He also has an interest in fair 

competition among candidates and parties for electoral votes and presentation of ideas on issues 

of public importance. 

Complainant John Moore is a member of the NLP Executive Committee, NLP’s Director 

of Ballot and Media Access and Campaign Director for Hagelin 2000. Mr. Moore’s address is 

also c/o The Natural Law Party, 402 North ‘€3’ Street, Fairfield, IA 52556. He is a registered 

voter in Iowa. Moore has an interest in information about what persons and organizations are 

supporting CPD and thereby the Democratic and Republican parties, and in fair competition 

among candidates and parties for electoral votes and presentation of ideas on issues of public 

importance. 

Factual Background Regarding CBD’s Spons~r~lhilp of Debates 

In 1985, the chairs of DNC and RNC agreed to work together to eliminate the League of 

Women Voters’ traditional role as the sponsor of presidential debates and to replace the League’s 

debates with “nationally televised joint appearances conducted between the presidential and 

vice-presidential nominees of the two major political parties . . . .” Exhibit 1 : Memorandum of 
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Agreement on Presidential Candidate Joint Appearances, Nov. 26, 1985. Fifteen months later 

the two national committees issued a joint press release announcing the creation of CPD. The 

release declared that the CPD was a “bipartisan” organization and that it was “formed to 

implement joint sponsorship of general election . . . debates . , . by the national Republican and 

Democratic Committees between their respecfive nominees.” Exhibit 2:  News From the 

Democratic and Republican National Committees: RMC and DNC Establish Commission On 

Presidential Debates, Feb. 18, 1987 (emphasis added). As has been true since its inception, 

“[tlhe members of the CPD include a former chairman of the Democratic National Committee, a 

former chairman of the Republican National Committee, and other representatives of the 

Democratic and Republican parties.” Perot v. Federal Election Commission, 97 F.3d 5 5 3 , 5 5 5 -  

56 (D.C. Cir. 1996). 

Throughout its history, CPD has not operated on a non-partisan basis but at the direction 

and control of the two parties that created it. In 1988, CPD reached an initial compromise with 

the League of Women Voters for joint sponsorship of the debates. But when the Bush and 

Dukakis campaigns insisted on controlling all of the details of the staging of the debates, 

including the selection of questioners, the League resigned. According to a League press release, 

the two parties negotiated an agreement “‘behind closed doors’ and. . . presented [it] to the 

League as a ‘done deal’. . . [with ] 16 pages of conditions not subject to negotiation.” Exhibit 3: 

News Release: League Refuses to “Help Perpetrate a Fraud” Withdraws Support From Final 

Presidential Debate, Oct. 3, 1988. In announcing the League’s withdrawal from sponsorship, the 

news release quoted League President Nancy M. Neuman as stating that “the demands of the two 

campaign organizations would perpetrate a fraiid on the American voter. . . The League has no 
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intention of becoming an accessory to the hoodwinking of the American public.” Zd. Since that 

time, CPD has been the sole sponsor of general election presidential debates that have included 

the Democratic and Republican candidates. 

Beginning with a 1987 CPD advisory committee report, CPD has purported to adhere to a 

standard by which only candidates with a “realistic chance” of winning the election will be 

included in the presidential debates. In fact, however, the inclusion or exclusion of debate 

candidates has been primarily a matter of negotiation between the two parties. In 1992, the 

Republican campaign determined that it wanted to include Reform Party candidate Ross Perot in 

the debates but was unsure that Perot met CPD’s announced criteria. According tQ Bush‘s 

counsel, 

[we were not able to predict with any confidence the result of applying [the CPD] 
criteria. Therefore, the Bush campaign insisted, and the Clinton campaign agreed, that 
Mr. Perot and Admiral Stockdale be invited to participate in the debates. 

Exhibit 4: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Elections of the Committee on House 

Administration House of Representatives: Lessons from the 1992 Presidential Debates, 

Testimony of Bobby R. Burchfield, June 17, 1993, at 50-51. 

In 1096 the FEC promulgated 11 C.F.R. 3 110.13(c), requiring “pre-established objectivc 

criteria to determine which candidates may participate in a debate.” CPD’s published criteria 

continued to adhere to the “realistic chance of winning” standard. But, despite 9 110.13(c)’s 

requirement that “staging organization(s) shall not use nominations by a particular party as the 

sole objective criterion to determine whether to include a candidate in a debate,” the introduction 

to the CPD criteria specifically reserved debate spots for the Democratic and Republican 

nominees simply by virtue of their nominations. 
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A Democratic or Republican nominee has been elected to the Presidency for more 
than a century. Such historical prominence and sustained voter interest warrants the 
extension of an invitation to the respective nominees of the two major parties to 
participate in the Commission’s 1996 debates. 

Exhibit 5: 1996 CPD Criteria, at 1. 

CPD has announced that it will sponsor debates among presidential and vice-presidential 

candidates in the 2800 general election and has announced criteria for inclusion in those debates. 

See Exhibit 6: CPD’s Nonpartisan Candidate Selection Criteria for 2000 General Election 

Debate Participation. The announced criteria are “( 1) constitutional eligibility, (2) ballot access, 

and (3) electoral support.” Id. CPD’s third criteria is designed to exclude all candidates other 

than the nominees of the Democratic and Republican parties. Electoral support is defined as “at 

least 15% (fifteen percent) of the national electorate as determined by five selected national 

public opinion polling organizations, using the average of those organizations’ most recent 

publicly reported results at the time of the determination.’’ Id. at 2. That determination is to be 

made after Labor Day 2000 and prior to each of three scheduled debates. 

FECA Violations: 

1. 2 U.S.C. Q 441b(a) 

FECA makes it “unlawliil for. . . any corporation. . . to make a contribution or 

expenditure in connection with any election to any political office, or .  . . for any corporation 

whatever. . . to make a contribution or expenditure in connection with any election at which 

presidential or vice presidential electors . . . are to be voted for.” 2 U.S.C. Q 441 b(a). CPD, a 

corporation, has raised and/or will raise a substantial amount of money fiom corporate 

contributors that it has expended andor will expend for sponsorship of debates in connection 

with the 2000 presidential and vice presidential elections. 
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“Expenditure,” as defined by the Act, “does not include nonpartisan acdivity designed to 

encourage individuals to vote or to register to vote.” 2 U.S.C. $431(9)(B)(ii)~ CPD’s 

sponsorship of debates is not, however, “nonpartisan activity designed to encourage individuals 

to vote.” CPD was formed by Democratic and Republican party leaders on a bi-partisan, not 

nonpartisan, basis for the purpose of controlling presidential debates that had traditionally been 

conducted by truly nonpartisan groups, such as the League of Women Voters. Throughout its 

history, CPD’s conduct of debates has been governed by bi-partisan negotiations between the 

major parties with the purpose and effect of reducing or eliminating the voice of third parties and 

their advocacy of candidates and ideas. Its debate expenditures are, therefore, unlawful under 2 

U.S.C. 9 44lb(a). 

Section 441 b(a) also make it unlawful for “for any candidate, political committee or other 

person knowingly to accept or receive any contribution prohibited by this section.” By accepting 

from CPD sponsorship of debates and resulting free television time, DNC and RNC and their 

nominees have violated or are about to violate that section ofthe Act. 

CPD’s sponsorship of debates also violates FEC regulations interpreting FECA. 11 

C.F.R. $ I 10.13(a) allows staging of candidate debates only by nonprofit organizations that “do 

not endorse, support, or oppose political candidates or political parties.” CPD, however, was 

created by the Democratic and Republican parties and continues to support and serve their joint 

interest in limiting the participation of third party candidates and the full-range of discussion of 

issues. 

FEC regulations also provide that “staging organization(s) must use pre-established 

objective criteria to determine which candidates may participate in a debate.” 11 C.F.R. 
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110.13(c). The first two criteria announced by CPD - constitutional eligibility and ballot 

access - are proper objective criteria. They can, first of all, be established with certainty. A 

candidate either does or does not meet the requirements ofthe Constitution and has or has not 

gained ballot access in enough states to be elected. Those standards are also relevant because 

they identify those candidates among whom the electorate must choose. 

The third standard - electoral support as measured by polls - is subjective by nature 

and unreasonable as a criteria for selection of debate participants. Polling results are, first of all, 

approximations of what they seek to measure with substantial margins of error. Results can be 

significantly influenced by subjective factors, including the design of the polling questions. 

Secondly, the selection of 15 percent as the required level of support is also subjective and 

arbitrary. It was apparently selected by CPD’s constituents, the Democratic and Republican 

parties, as a presumptively safe barrier for the exclusion of third party candidates. 

Most importantly, any criteria based on pre-debate electoral support is not a reasonable 

basis for selection of debate participants. The nonpurtisun purpose of candidate debates is to 

give the public exposure to the hull range of candidates and ideas and to give candidates the 

opportunity to earn electoral suppart. Exclusion based on pre-debate electoral support serves 

instead the CPD’s bi-partisan purpose of protecting the status quo, excluding third party 

candidates and limiting the discussion of issues of public importance. 

In introducing its debate criteria, CPD argues in effect that an “electoral support” criteria 

is necessary for the conduct of debates that would otherwise be unwieldy and manageable. 

CPD asserts without citation that “[iln the last two elections, there were over one hundred 

declared candidates for the Presidency, excluding those seeking tine nomination of one of the 
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major parties.” See Exhibit 6, at 1 .  But in the 1996 election only six candidates, including the 

Republican and Democratic nominees, met CPD’s legitimate criteria of constitutional eligibility 

and ballot access. In the entire history of the United States, no more than seven candidates have 

ever met these criteria, and that has only happened twice (in 1976 and 1980). Debates with 

comparable numbers of candidates have become commonplace in the primary election season. 

Excluding qualified candidates with ballot access from debates prior to the general election 

serves only to perpetuate the candidates and policies of the incumbent parties and to insulate 

them from open challenge and scrutiny in the democratic electoral process. 

2. 2 U.S.C. $4 433 & 434 

Since CPD’s major purpose is to facilitate the election of either ofthe major 

parties’ candidates for president and to exclude other parties and candidates from the election 

process, and it has expended or is about to expend more than $1,000 to that end, it is a “political 

committee” within the meaning of the Act. The Act defines “politi~al committee” to include 

“any committee, club, association, or other group of persons which . . . makes expenditures 

aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year.” 2 U.S.C. 4 43 1(4)(A). “The term 

‘expenditure’ includes any purchase, payment, . . . or gift of money or anything of value made by 

any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office.” Zd. at 4 431(9)(A)(i). 

Political committees must register as such and must make periodic reports that include a 

detailing oftheir contributions and expenditures. Zd. at $5 433,434. Candidates’ campaign 

committees must also make reports that include “contributions from other political committees.” 

Zd. at $5 434@)(2)(D). 
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1 r b  , 

CPD, by failing to register and report as a political committee, and the Democratic and 

Republican campaign committees, by failing to report CPD’s contributions, have violated FECA 

and deprived plaintiffs of information required by the Act. As a competing political party, a 

candidate and voters, complainants have an interest and right to know the sources of support for 

CPD and thereby for the Democratic and Republican campaign committees. 

P K ~ Y ~ K  ZOK Relief 

WHEREFORE, Complainants respectfully request that the FEC: 

Find that CPD, DNC and RNC have violated or are about to violate 2 U.S.C. 9 441 b(a) 

by making prohibited expenditures and/or accepting prohibited contributions; 

Find that CPD has violated or is about to violate I1  C.F.R. Q 110.13 by staging candidate 

debates in a partisan mannei and without pre-established, objective criteria. 

Find that CPD, DNC and RNC have violated or are about to violate 2 U.S.C. $0 433 and 

434 by CPD’s failing to register as a political committee and by failing to make required 

reports and disclosures; 

Enjoin CPD’s sponsorship of debates as presently proposed; 

Require CPD to register as a political committee, and require CPD, DNC and 1wC to 

make required reports and disclosures. 

Dated this 24’ day of April, 2000. 

John Hagelin 
John Moore 
The Natural Law Party of the United States 
402 North ‘B’ Street 
Fairfield, IA 52556 
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The undersigned hereby swear (or affirm) under penalty of perjury that the foregniag 

complaint is true and correct based upon personal knowledge and information and belief. 

THE NATURAL LAW PARTY 

' Kingvley Edooks 
National Chairman 

Subsc 'bed and sworn to before me 
t h i s k d a y  of April, 2000. x 

/ 

JOHN MOORE 

/ 
and sworn to before mc 
of April, 2000. 

JOHN HAGELLN 

Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this Lp- day of April, 2000. 
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News from t h e . .  . 
OEWCRATIC AN0 REPUBLICAN NATIONAL C - 

Re 1 ease : Wednesday, February 18, 1987 

- Contact: Rcbert P. Schmennund. ANC Terry Wchael .ON 
2Ci2/863-8550 2G2/863-8029 

WASHING7ON. D.C.--RepuSlican Nat ional  Cornittee chairman Frani  J. 
Fahrenkopf. Jr. and Demoeratie National Cameittee Chairnan Paul G. 

' Kirk, Jr. announced the creation of the Colandssion on Prsfidenrial I Debater at a joint press confemnce :day a t  Sa tspttol, 

I The IG-me%ber c o m i s s l o n  f s  a bipartisan, non-profit. tax exempt 
I organlzatfos formed t o  imo1ement joint suonsirshtp o f  gonrral election 
: presidential and vice presidential debates. starting f n  1988. by the 
naz'ona; Re:;t?;can and 3eas:ret'c co=i::ees beweer theft respective ! nominees. . 

i- !,?i,-:*. iy :has ~ o -  io!:ia:ive. :be two Da*::.I) chainncn said. 
"A majsr  resJ:ss:bility c f  ~ o t k  the C)cx*aric a?: Pepue;ican parties 
i s  tc i n f o m  :he hmetlcar. electorate on thrlr QhiiesophI@s and polleies 
as well as thcse of their respecfive candidates. 3ne of  the most 
effective ways of rccomp!!shing this 1s tnrough dezates between thedr 
nominees. By jointly sponsortnc; these debates. we will better fulfill 
our pa-ty resuonslbilitj@s to Infomanc: educate the electorate, 
szrencthen tme roie o f  politica! part!& i n  the eleztorai process a m .  
most impwzaqt of all. we can iartitutionrltze the debates, makinc; tnri 
an integral asd permanent part of the prorfffential p m c e s ~ . "  

!r. enzhasizing the b!;rrtisan nazz-e cf the c3wissix. both 
:ha'-e* rzteg the contributions t c  thc aesatr troeess by the LeayJe 
of Warner: i::ers: 
w"ich' we can assume our own seiDonstbillt~es. Whllo :>e t.10 party 
cmmit:ees w i l l  be sponsil-s fc- all fgti.*e cresiderricl ge*e-a: 
electlo- dcbates betwee*. 3,- pa-:y cz+-ces. we wdtli:: erzt.:t ana 
? w ~ u * a 5 e  the League's Sa-:ieipat!o* !c: scoeso*in? czcer d e h t e s .  
Datt!cC:a-Iy i* the >res!ctntte: s - h - y  :recess." 

'%le apo:aud the league fo r  laying a foucCa:l?n ftca 
* 

Kirk ana Fahrenkopf. i:: stressing the nest: to Instltutionalizt 
the dezizes. said it will 5e the C m P s s i W ' s  p o l  zi! recsmcfld the 
tmber cf Dresidential and v i c e  p-eside?:ia: dcsates. a5 rell a5 :?e 
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"Th is  degree o f  c e r t a i n t y  about t h e  debates going i n t o  the  genera; 
e lec t ion . "  t h e  cho imen  said, " i s  an h i s t o r i c  breakthrough i n  
i n s t l t u t l o n a l l z l n g  them. 
general e l e c t t o n  campaign debating about debates, as WE h i v e  too  of ter :  

- i n  the pas t .  
occur every  four years; t h i s  process is aesigned t o  assure t h a t  t h a t  
expecearfon w i l l  be rea l i zed . "  

It means t h a t  we won't spend most of the  

The k e r i c a n  people have an exoectat ion t h a t  debates uti:  

Fahrentczf  and Klrk w ! l l  serve as cc-chairs of the  new Cornmiss 
They appc in ted  as v ice;chairs:  

- Richard Hoe, Washington lawyer and partner i n  the  f i r m  c 
Oavis, Polk 6 WardwelI: 

- '  David Norcross, Washington lawyer and nartncer I n  the  fim, of  
Myers, idattea. Rabt?, Pluesa L Noorcross. 

Others named t o  the  Cornissfon are: 

- . U.S.  Rep. Earbara Vucanovich ( W W ) ;  

- former U . S .  Senator Joirc C u ! v ~ -  ( Z - I A ) ,  now a p a r t n e r  i n  t : z  
Washinqton law f i r m  of Arent, Cox, Klntntrr.  P l o t k i n  8 Kahr;: 

- f e m b l i c a n  Gov. Kay e r r  c c  Ne:-asta: 

- Vernon Jordan, a Democrat. f o m z r  p res iaont  of  t he  Urban 
League. now a pa r tne r  I n  the  iaw f i m  a? Akin, Gump. 
Strauss, Hauer 6 Feld; 

- Pamela Harr!rmn. cha3mae cf %docrats for the '83's; 

- U.C. Scnator.*Pete Wilson (R-Q). 

The twc c:halrmen said the  Comissfsr w l l l  h+pe s t a f f  and open a 
Wasl.ingtocr o C f i c e  sho r t l y .  They sa id  ort !e les of  i n=c rpe ra t i on  f o r  

an application f o r  tax  oxernpelon witn the Internal Revenue Service.  
I the C o m i s s ~ o ~  have been f i l e d  i n  the D r s t r i c t  ob Colu&ia a s  w e l l  a s  
i 

K i r k  and Fahrenkopc coccluded by say'ng, "We have n3 d3ikt th2t  
w i t h  t he  help o f  t h e  Comissior .  we can r z y e  a pemane'r framewo.ra c-  
wh:x a ! l  f u t u r e  pres:cepr ia l  debates Cn:weeP the ncminees c f  :he 
twc p c l i r i c a l  p a r t i e s  will be base:. !t $ 5  aiir  respcrsl:iti:y as 
Party C h d i w w i l  t o  have an informr:ive as: fa:r p ras idcnc ta i  prc:ess. 
The e s t a b ! i s k e n t  o f  the Commission on Pres ident ia l  &bates w i l l  go a 
13"; way f a r a r d  achieving K h a t  pi:.'' 

on Na t iona l  E lec t ions ,  which durtng l9@5 studied the  p ~ a s i d e a t l a l  
e l e t t i o r !  system. On Ncv. 26. 1985. K i r K  cane Fatwenkepi ofgced a jo i - :  
mer2randun. agreeing i n  princip!e t o  purrue the paPty SpDnSOrShfp 
c?-:ept. 

Today's anno w n t  stems from a recomntendatton ob the tamIs5f~ 'r  

- j z -  
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EXHIBIT 5 
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COMMISSION ON P SIIDEWMH, DEBATES' 
CANDIDATE SELECTION CmT 

FOR 1996 GENERAL ELECTION DEBATE 

A. XNTRODUCTION 

The mission of the Commission on Presidential Debates ("the Commission") is to ensure, for the benefit 
of the American electorate, that general election debates are held every four years between the leading 
candidates for the offices of President and VIce President of the United States. The Commission 
sponsored a series of such debates in 1988 and again in 1992, and has begw the plmning, preparation, 
and organization of a series of nonpartisan debates among leading candidates for the Presidency and Vice 
Presidency in the 1996 general election. 

The goal of the Commission's debates is to afford the members of the voting public an opportunity to 
sharpen their views of those candidates fkom among whom the next President or Vice President will be 
selected. In light of the large d e r  of dedand candidates ha my given presidential election, the 
Commission has determined that its voter education goal is best idiwed by limiting debate participation 
to the next President and his or her principal rival(@. 

A Democratic or Republican nominee has been elected to the Residency for more than a century. Such 
historical prominence and d e d  voter interest warrants the mensiori sf an invitation to the respective 
nominees of the two major parties to participate in the Commission's 1996 debates. 

In order to M e r  the educational P W ~ O S ~ S  of its debates, the Commission has developed nonpartisan 
criteria upon which it will base its decisions regarding selection of nonmajor party candidates to 
participate in its 1996 debates. The purpose of the criteria is to identify nomajor party candidates, ifany. 
who have a realistic (Le., more than theoretical) chance of being elected the next President ofthe United 
States and who properly are considered to be among the principal rivals for the Presidency. The realistic 
chance of being elected need not be overwhelming. but it must be more than theoretical. 

The criteria cantemplate no quantitative tireshold thaf triggas automatic inclusion in a 
Commission-sponsored debate. M e r ,  the Commission will ~ i ~ p k i y  a multifaceped Smalqrsis ofpotential 
electoral success, including a review of (1) evidence of national organization, (2) signs of national 
newswonhiness and competitiveness, and (3) indicators of national enthusiasm or concern, to determine 
whether a candidate has a sufficient chance of election to warrant inclusion in one or more of its debates. 

Judgments regarding a candidate's election prospects will be made by the Commission on a case-by-case 
basis. However, the same multiple criteria will be applied to each nonmajor party candidate. Initial 
determinations with respect to candidate selection will be made after the major party conventions and 
approximately contemporaneously with the commencement of the general election campaign. The number 
of debates to which a qualirjing nonmajor party candidate will be invited will be determined on a flexible 
basis as the general election campaign proceeds. 

~ ~ ~ ~~ 

B. 1996 NONPARTISAN SELECTION ClRI[TEpuA 

The Commission's nonpartisan criteria for selecting nonmajor party candidates to participate in its 1996 
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general election presidential debates include: 

1. EVIDENCE OF NATIONAL ORGA.NEZATIoN 

The Commission's first criterion considers evidence of~t ional  organization. This criterion encornpasses 
objective considerations pedning to the eligibility requirenients of Article If, Section 1 of the 
Constitution and the operation of the electoral college. This criterion also encompasses more subjective 
indicators of a national campaign with a more than theoretical prospect of electoral success. The factors 
to be considered include: 

a. Satisfaction of the eligibility requirements of Article II, Section 1 of the Constitution of the United 

b. Placement on the ballot h mough states to have a raathemrmtd chance a f o b W g  an electoral 

c. Organhtion in a majority of congres&oaal districts in those states. 
d. Eligibility for matching fiands h m  the Fderal Eketion C o d o n  or othep demonstration of the 

States. 

college majority. 

ability to firnd a national campaign, and endorsemeots by federal and state officeholders. 

2. SIGNS OF NATIONAL NEWSWQ SS 

The Commission's second criterion endeavors to 8ss&s9 the m i o d  newsworthiness and competitiveness 
of a candidate's campaign. The kctors to be considend €oars both on the news cowemge afforded the 
candidacy o m  time and the  pinion^ ofeiectoral exper& media and aon-me&, r@g the 
newort!!ess and competitiveness of the can&- at the time the Commission makes its invitation 
decisions. The factors to be considered inchde: 

a. The professional opinions of the Washington bureau chiefs of major newspapen, news rnagiuines, 

b. The opinions of a comparable group of professional campaign managers and pollsters not then 

c. The opinions of rqresemative politid scientists specializing in ekctoral politics zit major 

d. Column inches on newspaper hnt  pagag and expowe on network telecasts in comparison with 

e. Published views of prominent politid commentators. 

and broadcast networks. 

employed by the mdidates under consideration. 

universities and research centas. 

the major party caudidms. 

3. INDICATORS OF NATIONAL PUBLIC ENTHZSlhSM OR C~NCEWW 

The Commission's third critaion considers objective evidence of national public enthusiasm or concern. 
The factors considered in connection with this criterion are intended to assess public support for a 
candidate, which bears directly on the candidate's prospects for electoral success. The factors to be 
considered include: 

a. The findings of significant public opinion polls conducted by national polling and news 

b. Reported attendance at meetings and d i e s  across the country (locations as well as numbers) in 
organizations. 

comparison with the two major party candidates. 
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N e w :  CPD Announces Candidate Selection Criteria, Sites 
and Dates for 2000 Debates 

MEDIA ADVISORY 

WASHINGTON, D.C., January 6,2000 -- Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD) 
co-chairmen Paul G. Kirk, Jr. and Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. today announced the 
candidate selection criteria to be used in the 2000 general election debates as well as the 
dates and sites for the debates. 

Kirk and Fahrenkopf noted that after each of the last three general elections, the CPD 
had undertaken a thorough review of the candidate selection criteria used in that year's 
debates. after extensive study, the CPD has adopted a three-part standard for 2000 which 
is detailed in the attached document. "The approach we announce today is both clear and 
predictable," Kirk and Fahrenkopf said. 

The CPD co-chairmen also announced four dates and sites for the 2000 debates: 

0 First presidential debate: Tuesday, October 3, John F. Kennedy Library and the 

o Vice presidential debate: Thursday, October 5, Centre College, Danville, KY 
0 Second presidential debate: Wednesday, October 11, Wake Forest University, 

o Third presidential debate: Tuesday, October 17, Washington University in St. 

0 Madison, WI and St. Petersburg, FL have been selected as alternate sites. 

University of Massachusetts, Boston, MA 

Winston-Salem, NC 

Louis, MO 

Established in 1987, the nonpartisan, nonprofit CPD sponsored and produced the 1988, 
1992, and 1996 general election debates. The CPD also undertakes research and partners 
with educational and public service organizations to promote citizen participation in the 
electoral process. In 2000, the CPD, with McNeiULehrer Productions, will produce 
"Debating our Destiny," a two-hour PBS special featuring interviews with participants in 
presidential debates since 1976. 

The CPD intends to make extensive use of the Internet in its 2000 educational efforts, 
building on its 1996 voter outreach program, QebateWatch '96. Details ofthe CPD's 
Internet activities, which will be supported by corporate and nonprofit entities 
specializing in interactive application of the Internet, will be anatounced in the next 
several weeks. Background information on the CPD's mission, history and educational 
projects is available on it? website: www.debates.org. The CPD will collaborate with the 
Freedom Channel in its work. 

COMMISSION ON PRESLDENTIAL DEBATES' 
NONPARTISAN CANDIDATE SELECTION CRP'FEWIA 
FOR 2000 GENERAL ELECTlON DEBA'IE PARTICIPATION 
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The mission of the nonpartisan Commission on Presidential Debates (the "CPD") is to 
ensure, far the benefit of the American electorate, that general election debates are held 
every four years between the leading candidates for the offices of President and Vice 
President of the United States. The CPD sponsored a series of such debates in each of the 
past three general elections, and has begun the planning, preparation, and organization of 
a scries of nonpartisan debates among leading candidates for the Presidency and Vice 
Presidency in the 2000 general election. As in prior years, the CPD's voter educational 
activities will be conducted in accordance with all applicable legal requirements, 
including regulations ofthe Federal Election Commission that require that debate 
sponsors extend invitations to debate based on the application of "pre-established, 
objective" criteria. 

The goal of the CPDs debates is to afford the members of the public an opportunity to 
sharpen their views, in a focused debate format, of those candidates from among whom 
the next President and Vice President will be selected. In the last two elections, there 
were over one hundred declared candidates for the Presidency, excluding those seeking 
the nomination of one of the major parties. D~ina.ng the course of the campaign, the 
candidates are afforded many opportunities in a great variety of forums to advance their 
candidacies. In order to most fully and fairly to achieve the educational purposes of its 
debates, the CPD has developed nonpartisan, objective criteria upon which it will base 
its decisions regarding selection of the candidates to participate in its 2000 debates. The 
purpose of the criteria is to identify those candidates who have achieved a level of 
electoral support such that they realistically are considered to be among the principal 
rivals for the Presidency. 

In connection with the 2000 general election, the CPD will apply three criteria to each 
declared candidate to determine whether that candidate qualifies for inclusion in one or 
more of CPDs debates. The criteria are (1) constitutional eligibility, (2) ballot access, 
and (3) electoral support. AI1 three criteria must be satisfied before a candidate will be 
invited to debate. 

B. 2000 Nonpartisan Selection Criteria 

The CPDs nonpartisan criteria for selecting candidates to participate in its 2000 general 
election presidential debates are: 

1. Evidence of Constitutional Eligibility 

The CPDs first criterion requires satisfaction ofthe eligibility requirements of 
Article II, Section 1 of the Constitution. The requirements are satisfied if the 
candidate: 

a. is at least 35 years of age; 

b. is a Natural Born Citizen of the United States and a resident of the United 
States for fourteen years; and 

c. is otherwise eligible under the Constitution. 

2. Evidence of Ballot Access 
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2. 

The CPDs second criterion requires that the candidate qualie to have hisher 
name appear on enough state ballots to have at least a mathematical chance of 
securing an Electoral College majority in the 2000 general election. Under the 
Constitution, the candidate who receives a majority of votes in the Electoral 
College (at least 270 votes), regardless of the popular vote, is elected President. 

3. Indicators of Electoral Support 

The CPDs third criterion requires that the candidate have a level of support of at 
least 15% (fifteen percent) of the national electorate as determined by five selected 
national public opinion polling organizations, using the average of those 
organizations’ most recent publicly reported results at the h e  of the 
determination. 

. .. . 
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C. Application of Criteria 

The CPDs determination with respect to participation in the CPDs first-scheduled 
debate will be made after Labor Day 2000, but sufficiently in advance of the first- 
scheduled debate to allow for orderly planning. Invitations to participate in the vice- 
presidential debate will be extended to the running mates of each of the presidential 
candidates qualifying for participation in the CPDs first presidential debate. Invitations 
to participate in the second and third of the CPD’s scheduled presidential debates will be 
based upon satisfaction of the same multiple criteria prior to each debate. 

CONTACT 
John Scadno, Media Director 
(202) 731-1733 

Janet Brown, Executive Director 
(202) 872 1020 
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